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Introduction

Congressional Charge

INn 1997, Congressasked the* Director of the
Nationa Institute of Child Healthand Human
Development (NICHD), in consultation with the
Secretary of Education, to convene anational panel to
assessthe status of research-based knowledge,
including the effectiveness of variousapproachesto
teaching childrentoread.” Thispanel wascharged
with providing areport that “ should present the
panel’sconclusions, anindication of thereadinessfor
applicationintheclassroom of theresultsof this
research, and, if appropriate, astrategy for rapidly
disseminating thisinformationtofacilitate effective
readinginstructionintheschools. If found warranted,
thepanel should a so recommend aplan for additional
research regarding early reading devel opment and
ingruction.”

Establishment of the
National Reading Panel

In responseto thisCongressional request, the
Director of NICHD, in consultation with the Secretary
of Education, congtituted and charged aNational
Reading Pandl (the NRP or the Panel). The NRP
comprised 14 individuas, including (asspecified by
Congress) “leading scientistsin reading research,
representatives of collegesof education, reading
teachers, educational administrators, and parents.”
Theoriginal chargetothe NRP asked that afina
report be submitted by November 1998. When the
Panel beganitswork, it quickly became apparent that
the Panel could not respond properly toitscharge
withinthat timeconstraint. Permissionwassought and
received to postponethereport’ssubmission
deadline. A progressreport wassubmittedto
Congressin February 1999. Theinformation
providedin the NRP Progress Report, this Report of
the National Reading Panel, and the Report of the

National Reading Panel: Reportsof the Subgroups
reflect thefindingsand determinationsof theNational
Reading Pandl.

NRP Approach to Achieving the
Objectives of Its Charge and Initial
Topic Selection

The chargeto the NRPtook into account the
foundational work of the National Research Council
(NRC) Committeeon Preventing Reading Difficulties
in'Young Children (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998).
TheNRC report isaconsensus document based on
thebest judgments of adiversegroup of expertsin
reading research and reading instruction. TheNRC
Committeeidentified and summarized research
literaturerdlevant to thecritical skills, environments,
and early developmental interactionsthat are
ingrumenta intheacquisition of beginning reading
skills. TheNRC Committeedid not specifically
address*how” critical reading skillsaremost
effectively taught and what instructiona methods,
materials, and approachesaremost beneficia for
sudentsof varying abilities.

In order to build upon and expand thework of the
NRC Committee, the NRPfirst developed an
objectiveresearch review methodology. The Panel
then applied thismethodol ogy to undertake
comprehensive, formal, evidence-based anayses of
theexperimental and quasi-experimentd research
literaturerelevant to aset of selected topicsjudged to
beof central importanceinteaching childrento read.
Anexamination of avariety of public databasesby
Panel staff reveal ed that approximately 100,000
research studies on reading have been published since
1966, with perhapsanother 15,000 appearing before
that time. Obvioudly, it wasnot possiblefor apanel of
volunteersto examinecritically thisentirebody of
research literature. Selection of prioritized topicswas
necessitated by thelargeamount of published reading
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research literaturerelevant to the Panel’schargeto
determinetheeffectivenessof readingingructiona
methods and approaches. A screening processwas
thereforeessential.

ThePand’sinitia screening task involved selection of
the set of topicsto beaddressed. Recognizing that
thisselection would requirethe use of informed
judgment, the Panel choseto beginitswork by
broadening itsunderstanding of reading issuesthrough
athorough analysis of thefindings of the NRC report,
Preventing Reading Difficultiesin Young Children
(Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998). Early inits
deliberationsthe Panel made atentativedecisonto
establish subgroupsof itsmembersandto assignto
each of them one of the major topic areasdesignated
by the NRC Committeeascentral tolearningto
read—A\| phabetics, Fluency, and Comprehension.

Regional Public Hearings

Aspart of itsinformation gathering, the Pand publicly
announced, planned, and held regiona hearingsin
Chicago, IL (May 29, 1998), Portland, OR (June5,
1998), Houston, TX (June 8, 1998), New York, NY
(June 23, 1998), and Jackson, M S (July 9, 1998).
ThePanel believed that it would not have been
possibleto accomplish themandate of Congress
without first hearing directly from consumersof this
information—teachers, parents, students, and
policymakers—about their needsand their
understanding of theresearch. Althoughtheregiona
hearingswere not intended asasubgtitutefor scientific
research, the hearings gave the Panel an opportunity
to listen to the voices of thosewho will need to

cons der implementation of the Panel’ sfindingsand
determinations. Theregiona hearingsgave members
aclearer understanding of theissuesimportant tothe
public.

Asaresult of these hearings, the Panel received oral
and written testimony from approximately 125
individua sor organizationsrepresenting citizens—
teachers, parents, students, university faculty,
educational policy experts, and scientists—whowould
bethe ultimate usersand beneficiaries of theresearch-
derived findingsand determinations of the Pandl.

Attheregiona hearings, severa key themeswere
expressed repeatedly:

» Theimportance of theroleof parentsand other
concernedindividuas, especidly inproviding
childrenwith early languageand literacy
experiencesthat foster reading devel opment;

» Theimportanceof early identificationand
interventionfor al childrenat risk for reading
falure

»  Theimportance of phonemic awareness, phonics,
and good literaturein reading instruction and the
need to devel op aclear understanding of how best
tointegrate different reading approachesto
enhancetheeffectivenessof ingructionfor dl
sudents;

» Theneedfor clear, objective, and scientifically
based information on the effectivenessof different
typesof reading instruction and the need to have
such researchinform policy and practice;

» Theimportanceof gpplying the highest standards
of scientific evidencetotheresearchreview
process so that conclusionsand determinationsare
based on findings obtained from experimental
studies characterized by methodol ogical rigor with
demondtrated rdliability, vaidity, replicability, and
applicability;

» Theimportanceof theroleof teachers, their
professiona development, and their interactions
and collaborationswith researchers, which should
be recognized and encouraged; and

»  Theimportanceof widdy disseminatingthe
informationthat isdevel oped by the Pandl.

Adoption of Topics To Be Studied

Following theregiona hearings, the Pandl considered,
discussed, and debated several dozen possibletopic
areas and then settled on thefollowing topicsfor
intensvestudy:
» Alphabetics

- Phonemic Awarenessingtruction

- Phonicsingruction
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+  Fuency
» Comprehension

- Vocabulary Insgtruction

- Text Comprehension Ingtruction

- Teacher Preparation and Comprehension
StrategiesIngruction

»  Teacher Educationand Reading Instruction
»  Computer Technology and Reading Instruction.

In addition, because of the concern voiced by the
public at theregiona hearingsthat the highest
standards of scientific evidence beappliedinthe
research review process, the methodol ogy subgroup
wastasked to develop aresearch review process
including specificreview criteria

Each topic and subtopi c became the subject of the
work of asubgroup composed of one or more Panel
members. Some Panel members served on morethan
onesubgroup. The subgroupsformulated seven
broad questionsto guidetheir effortsin meeting the
Congressiond chargeof identifying effective
instructiond reading approachesand determining their
readinessfor applicationinthe classroom:

1. Doesingtructionin phonemic avarenessimprove
reading? If so, how isthisinstruction best
provided?

2. Doesphonicsingtructionimprovereading
achievement? If so, how isthisinstruction best
provided?

3. Doesguided ora readingingtructionimprove
fluency and reading comprehension? If so, how is
thisinstruction best provided?

4. Doesvocabulary ingtructionimprovereading
achievement? If so, how isthisinstruction best
provided?

5. Doescomprehension strategy instructionimprove
reading? If so, how isthisinstruction best
provided?

6. Do programsthat increasetheamount of
children’sindependent reading improvereading
achievement and motivation? If so, how isthis
instruction best provided?

7. Doesteacher educationinfluence how effective
teachersareat teaching childrentoread? If o,
how isthisinstruction best provided?

Each subgroup also generated severa subordinate
questionsto addresswithin each of themajor
questions. It should be made clear that the Panel did
not consider these questionsand theinstructional
issuesthat they represent to bethe only topicsof
importanceinlearningtoread. ThePand’ssilenceon
other topics should not beinterpreted asindicating that
other topics have no importance or that improvement
inthose areaswould not lead to greater reading
achievement. 1t wassimply the sheer number of
studiesidentified by Panel staff relevant to reading
(morethan 100,000 published since 1966 and more
than 15,000 prior to 1966) that precluded an
exhaugtiveanalysisof theresearchindl areasof
potential interest.

ThePanel also did not addressissuesrelevant to
second language learning, asthistopic washeing
addressed in detail in anew, comprehensive NICHD/
OERI (Officeof Educationa Researchand
Improvement) researchinitiative. Thequestions
presented above bear on instructional topics of
widespread interestinthefield of reading education
that have been articulated in awide range of theories,
research studies, instructional programs, curricula,
assessments, and educationd policies. The Panel

el ected to examinethese and subordinate questions
becausethey currently reflect the central issuesin
reading instruction and reading achievement. The
methodol ogical processesdescribed inthe next
section guided the Pandl’ sexamination and anaysis of
theextant research.
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Inwhat may beitsmost important action, the Panel
then devel oped and adopted a set of rigorousresearch
methodol ogica standards. (Seethemethodology
adopted by the Panel and printed asan addendum to
thisReport.) These standards guided the screening of
theresearch literaturerelevant to each topic area
addressed by the Panel. Thisscreening process
identified afina set of experimental or quasi-
experimental research studiesthat werethen subjected
todetailed analysis. Theevidence-based
methodological standards adopted by the Panel are
essentidly those normally used in research studies of
theefficacy of interventionsin psychologica and
medicd research. Theseinclude behavioraly based
interventions, medications, or medical procedures
proposed for usein thefostering of robust health and
psychologica devel opment and the prevention or
treatment of disesse.

Itistheview of the Pand that the efficacy of materials
and methodol ogiesused in the teaching of reading and
intheprevention or treatment of reading disabilities
should betested no lessrigoroudy. However, such
standards have not been universally accepted or used
inreading education research. Unfortunately, only a
smdll fraction of thetotal reading research literature
met the Panel’sstandardsfor usein thetopic analyses.

Theresearch literature screening process proceeded
essentialy asfollows. For eachtopic, aninitial pool of
candidate studieswas created by searchingaminimum
of two databases (PsycINFO and ERIC) for study
reportsrelevant to thetopic. Tobeincludedinthe
database, studieshad to measurereading asan
outcome. Reading wasdefinedtoincludesevera
behaviorssuch asthefollowing: readingrea wordsin
isolation or in context, reading pseudowordsthat can
be pronounced but have no meaning, reading text
aloud or silently, and comprehending text that isread

slently or orally. Fromthepool produced by the
€l ectronic searches of the databases, those studies
were sdlected that met thefollowing criteria

PublishedinEnglishinarefereedjournal;

»  Focused on children’sreading development inthe
age/graderangefrom preschool to grade 12; and

»  Usedanexperimenta or quasi-experimental
designwith acontrol group or amultiple-baseline
method.

Those studies mesting the above criteriaformed the
set of studiessubjected tofurther analysis. Thenext
step wasto code each study for several characteristics
indudingthefollowing:

» Characterigticsof study participants(age;
demographics; cognitive, academic, and
behaviord characteritics);

Study interventions, described in sufficient detail to
dlow for replicability, including how long the
interventionslasted and how long the effects
lasted;

»  Study methods, with sufficient descriptionto alow
judgmentsabout how ingtruction fiddlity was
insured; and

Nature of the outcome measuresand whether they
weredescribed fully.

For each study meeting the abovecriteria, relevant
reported statisticswere coded in astandardized
format and analyzed. For severa topics, the number
of studiesmeeting criteriawas sufficient to permita
formal atistica meta-andysis, including cal culation of
effect sizes. For others, afull meta-analysiscould not
be carried out. Wherethereweretoo few studiesthat
satisfied the Pandl’scriteriato permit ameta-analysis,
the Panel made adecisionto conduct amore
subjectivequalitativeanalysisto providethe best

possi bleinformation about aningtructional reading
approach or program.
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With thisinformation asbackground, thisReport is
organized into sectionsto provide an overview of the
maj or findingsand determinationsachieved by the
NRPintheareasof alphabetics (phonemic awareness
ingtructionand phonicsingruction), fluency,
comprehens on (vocabulary instruction, text

comprehensioningtruction, and teacher preparation
and comprehens on strategiesingtruction), teacher
education and reading instruction, computer
technology and reading instruction, and next steps.
ThisReport concludeswith somereflectionson the
NRP process and products.
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Findings and Determinations of the
National Reading Panel by Topic Areas

Alphabetics

Phonemic Awareness Instruction

Phonemes arethe smallest units composi ng spoken
language. For example, thewords*“go” and“she”
each cons st of two soundsor phonemes. Phonemes
aredifferent from | ettersthat represent phonemesin
thespellingsof words. Instructionin phonemic
awareness(PA) involvesteaching childrento focuson
and manipul ate phonemesin spoken syllablesand
words. PA ingtructionisfrequently confused with
phonicsingtruction, which entail steaching students
how to use | etter-sound relationsto read or spell
words. PA ingtruction qualifiesas phonicsinstruction
whenitinvolvesteaching childrento blend or segment
thesoundsinwordsusing letters. However, children
may betaught to mani pul ate soundsin speech without
any lettersaswell; thisdoesnot qualify asphonics
ingtruction. PA isasofrequently confused with
auditory discrimination, which referstotheability to
recognize whether two spoken words arethe sameor
different. Thesedigtinctionsareexplainedindetail in
the section devoted to phonemic awarenessinstruction
inthe Report of the National Reading Pandl: Reports
of the Subgroups.

Thereare severa reasonswhy the NRP selected PA
ingtructionfor review and anaysis. First, correlational
studieshaveidentified PA and letter knowledge asthe
two best school-entry predictorsof how well children
will learnto read during thefirst 2 yearsof instruction.
Such evidence suggeststhe potentia importance of PA
training inthe development of reading skills. Second,
many experimental studieshavebeen carried out to
evauatetheeffectivenessof PA traininginfacilitating
reading acquisition. Third, thereiscurrently much
interest in PA training programsamong teachers,
principals, parents, and publishersbecause of claims
about their valueinimproving children’sability tolearn
toread.

Theinitia literaturesearch for studiesrelevant to PA
ingtruction and trainingidentified 1,962 citations.
Followinginitia review, the Pand identified and further
reviewed 78 studiesthat met thegenera NRP
research methodol ogy criteria. However, on detailed
examination, only 52 studies satisfied themore specific
NRP research methodology criteria. Fromthese 52
studies, 96 comparisons of treatment and control
groupswerederived. Datafrom these comparisons
werethen entered into ameta-analysisto determine
treatment effect Sizes.

Findings and Determinations

Theresultsof the meta-anaysiswereimpressive.
Overdl, thefindings showed that teaching childrento
mani pulate phonemesinwordswashighly effective
under avariety of teaching conditionswith avariety of
learnersacrossarangeof gradeand agelevelsand
that teaching phonemic awarenessto children
ggnificantly improvesthe r reading morethan
instruction that lacksany attentionto PA.

Specificdly, theresultsof theexperimenta studiesled
the Panel to concludethat PA training wasthe cause
of improvement in students' phonemic awareness,
reading, and spdlling followingtraining. Thefindings
werereplicated repeatedly acrossmultiple
experimentsand thus provide converging evidencefor
causal claims. WhilePA training exerted strong and
sgnificant effectsonreading and spelling devel opment,
it did not have animpact on children’sperformanceon
mathtests. Thisindicatesthat halo/Hawthorne
(novelty) effectsdid not explainthefindingsand that
indeed thetraining effectsweredirectly connected
with and limited to the targeted domain under studly.
Importantly, the effectsof PA instruction on reading
lasted well beyond theend of training. Children of
varying abilitiesimproved their PA andtheir reading
skillsasafunction of PA training.

Report of the National Reading Panel
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PA ingtruction aso helped normally achieving children
learnto spell, and the effectslasted well beyond the
end of training. However, theinstruction wasnot
effectivefor improving spelling in disabled readers.
Thisiscons stent with other research showing that
disabled readershavedifficulty learning how to spell.

Programsinall of thestudies provided explicit
ingtruction in phonemic awareness. Specificaly, the
characteristicsof PA training found to be most
effectiveinenhancing PA, reading, and spdlling skills
included explicitly and systematically teaching children
to manipul ate phonemeswith letters, focusing the
instruction on oneor two typesof phoneme

mani pulationsrather than multipletypes, and teaching
childreninsmdl groups.

PA ingtructionisready for implementationinthe
classroom, but teachers should keegpin mind several
cautions. Firgt, PA training doesnot congtitutea
completereading program. Rather, it provides
children with essentia foundationd knowledgeinthe
alphabetic system. Itisonenecessary ingtructional
component within acompleteand integrated reading
program. Severd additional competenciesmust be
acquired aswell to ensurethat childrenwill learnto
read and write. Second, there are many waysto
teach PA effectively. Inimplementing PA ingtruction,
teachers need to eva uate the methodsthey use against
measured successintheir own students. Third, the
motivation of both studentsand their teachersisa
critical ingredient of success. Research hasnot
specificaly focused onthis.

Phonics Instruction

Phonicsinstructionisaway of teaching reading that
stressestheacquisition of |etter-sound
correspondencesand their usein reading and spelling.
The primary focusof phonicsingtructionistohelp
beginning readersunderstand how | ettersarelinked to
sounds (phonemes) to form | etter-sound
correspondencesand spelling patternsand to help
them learn how to apply thisknowledgein their
reading. Phonicsinstruction may be provided
systematically or incidentaly. Thehallmark of a

s A\
Phonics Instructional Approaches

Analogy Phonics—Teaching students
unfamiliar words by analogy to known
words (e.g., recognizing that the rime
segment of an unfamiliar word isidentical to
that of afamiliar word, and then blending the
known rime with the new word onset, such
asreading brick by recognizing that -ick is
contained in the known word kick, or

reading stump by analogy to jump).

Analytic Phonics—Teaching students to
analyzeletter-sound relationsin previously
learned wordsto avoid pronouncing sounds
inisolation.

Embedded Phonics—Teaching students
phonicsskillsby embedding phonics
instruction in text reading, amoreimplicit
approach that relies to some extent on
incidental learning.

Phonics through Spelling—Teaching
students to segment words into phonemes
and to select letters for those phonemes
(i.e., teaching studentsto spell words
phonemically).

Synthetic Phonics—Teaching students
explicitly to convert lettersinto sounds
(phonemes) and then blend the sounds to
form recognizable words.

systematic phonicsapproach or programisthat a
sequentia set of phonicselementsisddineated and
these dementsaretaught along adimension of
explicitness depending on thetype of phonicsmethod
employed. Conversdly, withincidental phonics
instruction, the teacher doesnot follow aplanned
sequenceof phonicseementsto guideinstruction but
highlights particular e ementsopportunisticaly when
they appear intext.
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Types of Phonics Instructional Methods and
Approaches

The sidebar depictssevera different typesof phonics
instructional approachesthat vary according to theunit
of anaysisor how letter-sound combinationsare
represented to the student. For example, in synthetic
phonics approaches, studentsaretaught tolink an
individua |etter or letter combinationwithits
appropriate sound and then blend the soundsto form
words. Inanalytic phonics, sudentsarefirst taught
wholeword unitsfollowed by systematicingtruction
linking the specificlettersintheword with their
respectivesounds. Phonicsinstruction canasovary
with respect to the explicitnessby which the phonic
elementsaretaught and practiced inthereading of
text. For example, many synthetic phonics
approachesusedirect instruction inteaching phonics
componentsand provide opportunitiesfor gpplying
these skillsin decodabl e text formats characterized by
acontrolled vocabulary. Ontheother hand,
embedded phonicsapproachesaretypicaly less
explicit and use decodabl etext for practiceless
frequently, although the phonics conceptsto be
learned can still be presented systematically. These
digtinctionsare addressed in detail inthe Phonics

subgroup report.

Questions Guiding the NRP Analysis of
Phonics Instruction

TheNRP examined theresearch literature concerning
phonicsingtructionto answer thefollowing questions:
Doesphonicsingtruction enhance children’ ssuccessin
learning to read? Isphonicsingtruction moreeffective
at somegradelevelsthan others? Isit beneficia for
childrenwho arehaving difficultieslearning to read?
Doesphonicsinstructionimproveall aspectsof
reading or just decoding and word-level reading skills?
Aresometypesof phonicsinstruction moreeffective
than othersand for which children? Doesphonics
ingtruction haveanimpact on children’sspelling?

To addressthese questionsthe NRP performed a
literature search to identify studiespublished since
1970 that compared phonicsinstruction to other forms
of ingtruction for theirimpact on reading ability. The

initid eectronic and manua searchesidentified 1,373
studiesthat appeared rel evant to phonicsingtruction.
Evaluation of these studiesto determine adherenceto
thegeneral and specific NRP research methodol ogy
criteriaidentified 38 studiesfrom which 66 treatment-
control group comparisonswerederived. Datafrom
thesestudieswereused inameta-anaysis, including
thecaculation of effect Szes.

Themeta-anaysisindicated that systematic phonics
instruction enhanceschildren’ssuccessinlearningto
read and that systematic phonicsinstructionis
ggnificantly moreeffectivethaningtructionthat teaches
littleor no phonics.

Findings and Determinations
Themeta-andysisreved ed that systematic phonics
instruction producessignificant benefitsfor sudentsin
kindergarten through 6th grade and for children having
difficulty learningtoread. Theability toread and spell
wordswas enhanced in kindergartnerswho received
systematic beginning phonicsingtruction. First graders
who weretaught phonics systematically were better
ableto decode and spell, and they showed significant
improvement intheir ability to comprehend text.

Older children receiving phonicsingtruction were
better ableto decode and spell wordsand to read text
oraly, but their comprehens on of text wasnot
ggnificantly improved.

Systematic synthetic phonicsinstruction (see sidebar
for definition) had apositiveand significant effect on
disabled readers reading skills. Thesechildren
improved substantially intheir ability to read words
and showed sgnificant, dbeit smal, gainsinthelr
ability to processtext asaresult of systematic
gynthetic phonicsingtruction. Thistypeof phonics
instruction benefitsboth studentswith learning
disabilitiesand low-achieving studentswho are not
disabled. Moreover, systematic synthetic phonics
indructionwassgnificantly moreeffectiveinimproving
low socioeconomic status (SES) children’sa phabetic
knowledge and word reading skillsthan instructional
approachesthat werelessfocused on theseinitia
reading ills.
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Acrossall gradelevels, systematic phonicsingtruction
improved the ability of good readersto spell. The
impact was strongest for kindergartnersand
decreasedinlater grades. For poor readers, the
impact of phonicsinstruction on pelingwassmall,
perhapsreflecting the cons stent finding that disabled
readershavetroublelearning to spell.

Although conventiona wisdom has suggested that
kindergarten studentsmight not beready for phonics
instruction, thisassumption was not supported by the
data. Theeffectsof systematic early phonics
ingructionweresignificant and subgtantia in
kindergarten and the 1st grade, indicating that
systemati c phonicsprograms should beimplemented
at thoseageand gradelevels.

TheNRP andysisindicated that systematic phonics
ingructionisready for implementationinthe
classroom. Findingsof the Panel regarding the
effectivenessof explicit, systematic phonicsingruction
werederived from studies conducted in many
classroomswithtypical classroom teachersand typical
American or English-speaking sudentsfrom avariety
of backgrounds and socioeconomiclevels. Thus, the
resultsof theanalysisareindicative of what can be
accomplished when explicit, systematic phonics
programsareimplemented intoday’s classrooms.
Systematic phonicsinstruction hasbeen used widely
over along period of timewith positiveresults, and a
variety of systematic phonicsprogramshave proven
effectivewith children of different ages, abilities, and
soci oeconomic backgrounds.

Thesefactsand findingsprovide converging evidence
that explicit, systematic phonicsingructionisa
valuableand essentia part of asuccessful classroom
reading program. However, thereisaneed to be
cautiousin giving ablanket endorsement of al kindsof
phonicsingruction.

Itisimportant to recognizethat thegoa sof phonics
ingtruction areto provide children with key knowledge
and skillsand to ensure that they know how to apply
that knowledgein their reading and writing. Inother
words, phonicsteachingisameanstoanend. Tobe

ableto make use of letter-sound information, children
need phonemic awareness. That is, they needto be
ableto blend soundstogether to decode words, and
they need to break spokenwordsinto their constituent
soundstowritewords. Programsthat focustoo much
on theteaching of |etter-sound relationsand not
enough on putting them to useare unlikely to bevery
effective. Inimplementing systematic phonics
instruction, educators must keep theend inmind and
ensurethat children understand the purpose of learning
letter soundsand that they are ableto apply these
skillsaccurately and fluently intheir daily reading and
writing activities.

Of additional concernistheoften-heard cdl for
“intengve, systematic” phonicsingruction. Usudly the
term“intensive” isnot defined. How muchisrequired
to beconsideredintensive? Inaddition, itisnot clear
how many monthsor yearsaphonics program should
continue. If phonicshasbeen systematically taughtin
kindergarten and 1g grade, should it continueto be
emphasized in 2nd grade and beyond? How long
should singleingtruction sessionslast? How much
ground should be covered in aprogram? Specificaly,
how many | etter-sound rel ations shoul d be taught, and
how many different waysof usingtheserelaionsto
read and writewords should be practiced for the
benefits of phonicsto be maximized? Thesequestions
remainfor futureresearch.

Another important areaistheroleof theteacher.
Some phonicsprogramsshowing large effect sizes
requireteacherstofollow aset of specificinstructions
provided by the publisher; whilethismay standardize
theinstructional sequence, it aso may reduceteacher
interest and motivation. Thus, oneconcernishow to
maintain cons stency of ingructionwhiletill
encouraging the unique contributions of teachers.
Other programs require asophisticated knowledge of
spelling, structurd linguistics, or word etymology. In
view of the evidence showing the effectiveness of
systematic phonicsinstruction, itisimportant to ensure
that theissue of how best to prepareteachersto carry
out thisteaching effectively and creatively isgiven high
priority.
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Knowingthat all phonicsprogramsare not the same
bringswithit theimplication that teachersmust
themsel ves be educated about how to eval uate
different programsto determinewhich onesare based
on strong evidence and how they can most effectively
usethese programsintheir own classrooms. Itis
thereforeimportant that teachersbe provided with
evidence-based preservicetraining and ongoing
inservicetrainingto select (or develop) and implement
themost appropriate phonicsingtruction effectively.

A common questionwith any instructiond programis
whether “onesizefitsall.” Teachersmay beableto
useaparticular programinthe classroom but may find
that it suits some students better than others. Atall
gradelevds, but particularly inkindergarten and the
early grades, children areknowntovary greatly inthe
skillsthey bringto school. Somechildrenwill already
know |etter-sound correspondences, and somewill
even beableto decodewords, while otherswill have
little or noletter knowledge. Teachersshould beable
to assessthe needsof theindividual studentsandtailor
instruction to meet specific needs. However, itismore
common for phonics programsto present afixed
sequence of lessons scheduled from the beginning to
theend of theschool year. Inlight of this, teachers
need to beflexibleinther phonicsinstructionin order
to adapt it to individual student needs.

Childrenwho havedready devel oped phonicsskills
and can apply them appropriately inthereading
processdo not requirethe samelevel and intensity of
phonicsingtruction provided to children at theinitia
phasesof reading acquisition. Thus, itwill alsobe
critical to determine objectively thewaysinwhich
systematic phonicsingtruction canbeoptimally
incorporated and integrated in compl ete and balanced
programsof readinginstruction. Part of thiseffort
should bedirected at preserviceand inservice
education to provide teacherswith decisionmaking
frameworksto guidetheir selection, integration, and
implementation of phonicsingtructionwithina
completereading program.

Teachersmust understand that systematic phonics
instructionisonly one component—al beit anecessary
component—of atotal reading program; systematic

phonicsinstruction should beintegrated with other
reading ingtruction in phonemic awareness, fluency,
and comprehensi on strategiesto createacompl ete
reading program. Whilemost teachersand
educational decisionmakersrecognizethis, theremay
beatendency in someclassrooms, particularly in 1g
grade, to alow phonicsto becomethe dominant
component, not only inthetimedevotedtoit, but also
inthesgnificanceattached. Itisimportant not to
judge children’sreading competence solely onthe
basisof their phonicsskillsand not to devaluetheir
interest in booksbecause they cannot decode with
completeaccuracy. Itisalsocritica for teachersto
understand that systematic phonicsinstruction canbe
provided in an entertaining, vibrant, and cregtive
manner.

Systematic phonicsingtructionisdesigned toincrease
accuracy in decoding and word recognition skills,
whichinturnfacilitatecomprehenson. However, itis
againimportant to notethat fluent and automeatic
application of phonicsskillstotext isanother critical
skill that must betaught and learned to maximizeora
reading and reading comprehension. Thisissueagan
underscoresthe need for teachersto understand that
whilephonicsskillsare necessary inorder tolearnto
read, they arenot sufficientintheir ownright. Phonics
skillsmust beintegrated with the devel opment of
phonemic awareness, fluency, and text reading
comprehensonkills.

Fluency

Fluent readersare ableto read orally with speed,
accuracy, and proper expression. Fluency isone of
severd critical factorsnecessary for reading
comprehension. Despiteitsimportanceasa
component of skilled reading, fluency isoften
neglectedintheclassroom. Thisisunfortunate. If text
isread inalaboriousand inef